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O Bay-Delta Program Issues :

Conveyance           ,                               "

¯ Comparison of alternatives
Have we adequately described how.the alternatives perform under the. distinguishing
criteria? Which alternative performs .best according to these Criteria? ..

¯ Size of Isohted Facility Under Alternative 3
Should Alternative 3include an isohted facility with a capacityof 10,000 (4- ~,000) cfs, or
a broader range?

¯ Operational criteria
.How should potential changes in operating criteria/standards be describedand evaluated?

¯ . Phasing Under Alternative 3~
" . Towhat extent is phasing appropriate to define and shape the design and operation of ..........

Alternative 3? .

Sto age

.¯ Level of De, tall/Range
Is the range andleve! of detail on storage appropriate? How and wl~en will We better
define potential sites?           ¯

¯ Portion for Ecosystem Protection
To what extent sho.uld storage be reserved for ecosystem Protection?

¯ Decision Process,
Given that there appears to’be no "optimal" ievelof storage, how will We d~termine a
recommended level?

,ERPP

¯ Conceptual models and indicators
How are we addressing ,the issues r~ed bY thescientifiC review panel, particularly with
respect to the need forconceptual models and.indicatois? -

¯ Stakeholder/agency comments
How are we addressing the specific comments of the agencies ~ and stakeholders?

"
A_~propriate Targdt Levels

¯ Targets for Striped Bass and American Shad " ¯ "-~ " ~:
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¯ Level of protee~on
Should the Delta levees be rehabilitated tO PL 99 standards?

¯     Levee Maintenance    ’
Should levee maintenance and habitat mitigation requirements be changed? ¯       "

W̄hat is the status of agency and stakeholder review of this program?

¯ Dredging
What is the status!potential for reuse of¯dredged .materials for Delta levees and ecosystem¯
restoration projects? ....

Assurances                           ..

¯ Status
What is the status Of the Assurances p    e? " " ....’ "

Possible need for new entityfor ecosystem restoration. "          ~-. ~ ’~:" ~, .-
Will.the Program recommend the fori~tion of a new entityto implement ~e ERPP?

W!!! the Program include ass~ances trader the. area of. ori ..g~n statutes? .....

¯ HCP/ESA Assurances
Will the Program include an HCP or other ESA assurances? "

¯. Level,of Detail
Will the level of detail be adequate to provide meaningful assurances?

Finance

¯ Costs
¯ , What are the estimated costs of the Program elements?

¯    ~ Need agreement on principles      ~                                        .
.What principles will be used to determine who pays the costs?

¯ F~ancing Plan                            ,.                                                    ...
Will the next document include a specific financing plan?                      ¯
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’

Process Issues

Nature of document
ShoMd the documeni: be a draft EIR/EI$? Shodd it include a preferred alternative*

Schedule

Stakeholder concerns
What are ~e key stakeholder concerns ~at sl~ould be highlighted in ~e document? How
do we intend to .address them?                               . :

Other,

¯    Impact of Program elements on agricultural !,3n, d; pHmeagfie~iltural land ’
How will the impacts on prime agricultural lands be addressed?       .,      ..

¯ Possible climate changeeffects" ¯ " ’:":"~~::: ::::":~-:":-?’": :...i_=~i@ ;:: :....~....:.. ~. ...::.~.::..~!~.::.,.
How w~ the potential impacts of climate ch~mge be addressed?

¯ elearint6grati0n of Programelements. ’ ~    ’ ’ "
Have we adequately described how the Program. elements wlql be integrated?

¯ Non-severability 0fPi~ogram elements ’: " ~ " ~~ ’ .....

. Completeness of Impact Analysis ,
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